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|. Introduction

The Divison of Child and Family Services (Child and Family Services) completed a
comprehensive plan for the ddivery of servicesto families and children in May 1999, entitled
The Performance Milestone Plan (the Plan) pursuant to an order issued by United States Didtrict
Court Judge Tena Campbell. On October 18, 1999, Judge Campbell issued an order directing
Child and Family Services asfollows:

» ThePan shdl beimplemented.

» The Child Wefare Policy and Practice Group (the Child Welfare Group) shdl remain as

monitor of Child and Family Services implementation of the Plan.

The Plan provides for four monitoring processes. Those four processes are: areview of asample
of Child and Family Services case records for compliance with case process requirements, a
review of the achievement of action stepsidentified in the Plan, areview of outcome indicator
trends, and, specific to the subject of this report, areview of the quality of actua case practice.
The review of case practice assesses the performance of Child and Family Services regionsin
achieving practice congstent with the practice principles and practice standards expressed in the
Pan, as measured by the Qualitative Case Review (QCR) process.

The Plan provides for the QCR process to be employed as one method of ng frontline
practice for purposes of demondtrating performance sufficient for exit from the David C.
Settlement Agreement and court jurisdiction. Related to exit from quditative practice
provisons, Child and Family Services mug achieve the following in each region in two
consecutive reviews:

> 85% of cases attain an acceptable score on the child and family status scale.

> 85% of cases attain an acceptable score on the system performance scale, with core

domainsattaining at least arating of 70%.

The Plan anticipates that reports on Child and Family Services performance, where possible,
will be issued jointly by the Child Welfare Group and Child and Family Services, consstent with
the intent of the monitor and Child and Family Services to make the monitoring process organic
to the agency’ s self-evauation and improvement efforts.

|1. Practice Principles and Standards

In developing the Plan, Child and Family Services adopted a framework of practice, embodied in

a set of practice principles and sandards. The training, policies, and other system improvement
strategies addressed in the Plan, the outcome indicators to be tracked, the case process tasks to be
reviewed, and the practice quality dements to be evaluated through the QCR process al reflect
these practice principles and standards. They are listed below:
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Protection Development Permanency
Cultural Responsiveness Family Foundation Partnerships
Organizational Competence ~ Treatment Professionals

In addition to these principles or vaues, Child and Family Services has express standards of
practice that serve both as expectations and as actions to be evauated. The following
introduction and list is quoted directly from the Plan.

Though they are necessary to give appropriate direction and to instill

significance in the daily tasks of child welfare staff, practice principles cannot
stand alone. In addition to practice principles, the organization has to provide

for discrete actions that flow from the principles. The following list of discrete
actions, or practice standards, have been derived from national practice
standards as compiled by the CWPPG, and have been adapted to the performance
expectations that have been developed by DCFS. These practice standards must
be consistently performed for DCFSto meet the objectives of its mission and to
put into action the above practice principles. These standards bring real-life
situations to the practice principles and will be addressed in the Practice Model
development and training.

1.

Children who are neglected or abused have immediate and thorough assessments
leading to decisive, quick remedies for the immediate circumstances, followed by
long-range planning for permanency and well-being.

Children and families are actively involved in identifying their strengths and
needs and in matching services to identified needs.

Service plans and services are based on an individualized service plan, using a
family team (including the family, where possible and appropriate, and key
support systems and providers), employing a comprehensive assessment of the
child and family’ s needs, and attending to and utilizing the strengths of the child
and hig/her family strengths.

Individualized plans include specific steps and servicesto reinforce identified
strengths and meet the needs of the family. Plans should specify stepsto be taken
by each member of the team, time frames for accomplishment of goals, and
concrete actions for monitoring the progress of the child and family.

Service planning and implementation are built on a comprehensive array of
services designed to permit children and families to achieve the goals of safety,
permanence and well-being.

Children and families receive individualized services matched to their strengths
and needs and, where required, services should be created to respond to those
needs.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Critical decisions about children and families, such as service plan development
and modification, removal, placement and permanency, are, whenever possible,
to be made by a team including the child and his’her family, the family’ s informal
helping systems, foster parents, and formal agency stakeholders.

Services provided to children and families respect their cultural, ethnic, and
religious heritage.

Services are provided in the home and neighborhood-based settings that are most
appropriate for the child and family' s needs.

Services are provided in the least restrictive, most normalized settings
appropriate for the child and family' s needs.

Shlings are to be placed together. When thisis not possible or appropriate,
siblings should have frequent opportunities for visits.

Children are placed in close proximity to their family and have frequent
opportunities for visits

Children in placement are provided with the support needed to permit themto
achieve their educational and vocational potential with the goal of becoming self-
sufficient adults.

Children receive adequate, timely medical and mental health carethat is
responsive to their needs.

Services are provided by competent staff and providers who are adequately
trained and who have workloads at a level that permit practice consistent with
these principles.

I11. The Qualitative Case Review Process

Higtoricaly, most efforts at evauating and monitoring human services, such as child welfare,
made extensive, if not exclusive, use of methods adapted from business and finance. Virtudly
al of the measurements were quantitative and involved auditing processes. counting activities,
checking records, and determining if deadlines were met. Higtoricdly, this was the gpproach
during the firg four years of compliance monitoring in the David C. Settlement Agreement.
While the case process record review does provide meaningful information about
accomplishment of tasks, it isat best incompletein providing information that permits
meaningful practice improvement.
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Over the past decade there has been a significant shift away from exclusive rdiance on
quantitative process oriented audits and toward increasing inclusion of quditative gpproaches to
evauation and monitoring. A focus on qudity assurance and continuous qudity improvement
has begun to find increasing favor, not only in business and in industry, but dso in hedth care
and human services.

The reason for the rgpid ascent of the “quaity movement” issmple: it not only can identify
problems, it can help solve them. For example, a quditative review may not only identify a
deficiency in service plans, but may dso point to why the deficiency exists and what can be done
to improve the plans. By focusing on the critical outcomes and the essentiad system performance
to achieve those outcomes, atention begins to shift to questions that provide richer, more useful
informetion. Thisis especidly helpful when developing priorities for practice improvement
efforts. Some examples of the two gpproaches may be helpful:

AUDIT FOCUS:
“Isthere a current service plan in the file?

QUALITATIVE FOCUS:
“Is the service plan relevant to the needs and goals, and coherent in the selection and
assembly of grategies, supports, services, and timelines offered?’

AUDIT FOCUS:
“Was the permanency goa presented to the court at the dispositiond hearing?’

QUALITATIVE FOCUS:

“To what degree are the implementation of services and results of the child and family
service plan routinely monitored, evauated, and modified to create a sdf- correcting and
effective service process?’

The QCR process is based on the Service Testing™ model developed by Human System and
Outcomes, Inc., which evolved from collaborative work with the State of Alabama, designed to
monitor the R. C. Consent Decree. The Service Testing™ mode has been specifically adapted
for use in implementing the Plan by Child and Family Services and by the court monitor, the
Child Wefare Group, based on the Child Welfare Group’ s experience in supporting
improvements in child welfare outcomesin 11 states. Service Testing™ represents the current
dtate of the art in evauating and monitoring human services, such as child wefare. It is meant to
be used in concert with other sources of information, such as record reviews and interviews with
gaff, community stakeholders, and providers.

The Utah QCR process made use of a case review protocol adapted for use in Utah from
protocols used in 11 other Sates. The protocal is not atraditional measurement designed with
specific psychometric properties. The QCR protocol guides a series of structured interviews
with key sources such as children, parents, teachers, foster parents, Menta Health providers,
casaworkers, and others to support professiona agppraisas in two broad domains. Child and
Family Status and System Performance. The appraisa of the professional reviewer examining
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each case istrandated to ajudgment of acceptability for each category of functioning and system
performance reviewed using a six-point scale ranging from “ Completely Unacceptable’ to
“Optimaly Acceptable” The judgment is quantified and combined with al other case scoresto
produce overall system scores.

The Utah QCR instrument assesses child and family status issues and system performance in the
following discrete categories. Because some of these categories reflect the most important
outcomes (Child and Family Status) and areas of system functioning (System Performance) that
aremost closaly linked to critica outcomes, the scoring of the review involves differentia
weighting of categories. For example, the weight given permanence is higher than for caregiver
functioning. Likewise, the weight given functiona assessment is higher than the weight for
successful trangtions. These weights, gpplied when cases are scored, affect the overal score of
each case. The weight for each category is reflected parenthetically next to each item.

Child and Family Status System Performance

Child Safety (x3) Child/Family Perticipation (x2)
Sability (x2) Team/Coordination (x2)
Appropriateness of Placement (x2) Functional Assessment (x3)
Prospects for Permanence (x3) Long-Term View (x2)

Hedth/Physca Well-Being (x3)
Emoationad/Behaviord Wel-Being (x3)

Child and Family Planning (x3)
Pan Implementation (x2)

Learning Progress (x2) Supports/'Services (x2)
Caregiver Functioning (x2) Successful Trangtions (x1)
Family Functioning/Resourcefulness (x1) Effective Reaults (x2)
Satisfaction (x1) Tracking Adaptation (x3)
Overall Status Caregiver Support (x1)

Overall System Performance

The fundamenta assumption of the Service Testing™ modd isthat each case is a unique and
vaid test of the sysem. Thisistruein the same sense that each person who needs medica
attention is aunique and vaid test of the hedlth care system. It does not assume that each person
needs the same medicd care, or that the hedlth care system will be equally successful with every
patient. 1t smply meansthat every patient isimportant and that what happensto that individua
patient matters. It islittle consolation to that individua thet the type of care they receiveis
usudly successful. This point becomes mogt critica in child welfare when children are

currently, or have recently been, at risk of serious harm. Nowhere in the child welfare systemis
the unique vaidity of individua cases clearer than the matter of child safety.

Sarvice Testing™, by aggregating the systematicaly collected information on individual cases,
provides both quantitative and quditative results that reved inrich detail what it isliketo bea
consumer of services and how the system is performing for children and families. Thefindings
of the QCR will be presented in the form of aggregated information. These are brief summaries
written at the conclusion of the set of interviews done for each case. They are provided only as
illugtrations to put a* human face” on issues of concern.
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M ethodology

Cases reviewed were randomly sdlected from the universe of the case categories of out-of-home,
Protective Family Preservation (PFP) services, Protective Services Supervision (PSS), and
Protective Service Counseling (PSC) in the region. These randomly selected cases were then
inserted into a smple matrix designed to ensure that critica facets of Child and Family Services
population are represented with reasonable accuracy. These variables stratified the sample to
insure that there was a representative mix of cases of children in out-of-home care and in their
own homes. For children in out- of-home care, the sample was further stratified to assure that
children in avariety of settings (family foster care, group care, and thergpeutic foster care) were
selected. Caseswere dso digtributed to permit each office in the region to be reviewed and to
assure that no worker had more than one of his’her casesreviewed. An additional number of
cases were selected to serve as replacement cases, which are apool of cases used to substitute for
cases that could not be reviewed because of worker or family circumstances (illness, lack of
family consent, etc.).

The sample thus assured that:
» Maesand females were represented.
» Younger and older children were represented.
> Newer and older cases were represented.
» Larger and smdller offices were represented.

A total of 72 cases were sdected for the review, 72 cases were reviewed and 70 were scored.

Reviewers

The Child Wefare Group qudlitative reviewers included professionas with extensive experience
in child welfare and child menta hedth. Most of the reviewers had experience in the Alabama
child welfare reform, as well as other reform and practice improvement initiatives around the
United States. The Child Welfare Group has employed the QCR processin 11 different Sates.
Utah reviewers “shadowed” the Child Welfare Group reviewers as a part of the reviewer
certification process. These reviewers, once certified, will become reviewers themsalves and
will participate in subsequent reviews.

Stakeholder Interviewers

Asacompliment to the individua case reviews, the Child Welfare Group saff and Utah staff
interviewed key locd system |leaders from other child and family serving agencies and
organizations in the region about system issues, performance, assets, and barriers. These
externa perspectives provide a valuable source of perspective, indght, and feedback about the
performance of Utah's child welfare system. Their observations are briefly described in a
Separate section.
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V. System Strengths

In the course of the review, a number of system assets were observed in individua case practice.
These are listed below.

V. Characteristics of the Salt Lake Valley Region

Trend Indicatorsfor the Salt Lake Valley Region

Child and Family Services provided current regiond trend data and data comparative to the past
fiscd year. Thetablefor the SAt Lake Valey Regon, dong with that of the other regions, is
included in the Appendix.

VI. Stakeholder Observations

The reaults of the QCRs should be considered within a broader context of local interaction with
community partners. Presented in this section isa summary of impressions and observations
offered by the key stakeholders who were interviewed during the course of the review.

Summary of Stakeholder Interviews

Community stakeholdersinterviewed as part of the review process of the Sdt Lake Vdley
Region included representatives from the Office of the Attorney Generd (AG); Wasatch Family
Services, Heath Department; Vdley Mentd Hedth; Utah Y outh Village, University of Utah
School of Socia Work; Pioneer Y outh; Sdt Lake Juvenile Court; Family First Services, and Safe
a Home Codition.

What isWorking Wdll:

» Improved communication and coordination. Legd partners report alot of effort by the
region to involve them. Hedth care teams State that they collaborate much closer with
caseworkers and foster parents than in the past. Mentd Hedlth indicates that in Tooele,
the Child and Family Services office interacts very well and they work together to resolve
problems and issues.

» Teaming. They have seen good implementation of child and family teams, especially
with the more experienced workers. Others report that there are effectively functioning
teams.

> Court liaison. The court reports that the liaison position has been a good improvement.
The judges now have a person to look into concerns and provide a source for Child and
Family Services to approach when they have concerns.

» Responsiveness and openness. One provider reported that caseworkers seem to be very
respongve to their needs. Also, SSIPAPU has been very professond in their
investigations. Ancther provider reports that Child and Family Servicesis very opento
improving the effectiveness of services and the care provided to children.
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>

Drug court is seen as a great benefit and works well.

I mprovement Opportunities:

>

Aswas reported last year, some of the partnersindicated that the biggest challengein
working with Child and Family Servicesis the high casaworker turnover and new,
inexperienced casaworkers.

The AG's office feds left out of the loop on voluntary cases. They would aso request
that it should be the casaworker, on most instances, who initiates contact with the AG
about a particular case and not the other way around.

Hedth team challenges. More menta hedlth servicesin rura aress. Look at extending
30-day menta health assessment to 60 days because the child is il under the effect of
the remova. Since Medicaid does not cover kinship placements and trid home
placements anymore, more state funds need to be found to cover some services.
Cutbacks in funding. Many providers have not yet seen the effects of the cutbacks, but
they are concerned. Thisincludes cutbacksin the IV-E contract, rate reductions to foster
parents, specid needs funding, and possible reduction in Family Preservation services.

Summary of Focus Groups
Focus groups were conducted with trainers, casaworkers, and supervisors in the Cottonwood,
Granite, and Sat Lake aress.

Strengths:

>

>

In the past there has been alot of turnover, but this past year teams have become more
cohesive and stable. There is more consistency and permanency for workers.

With the emphasis on teaming, families and workers are able to present a united voicein
court; it isnot just worker recommendations. The court is recognizing that the
recommendations are coming from the team. Before, teaming was a ruggle, now it is
becoming part of the routine.

Teaming is being seen as beneficid for problem solving and empowering to the family.
Staff and management recognize that workload has an impact on their ability to
implement the practice mode and the amount of time they can spend with families. The
current level of reduced casdloadsis heping the staff to fed that their work is
managesble.

Practice modd is becoming actud practice.

In generd, partners are more educated in the practice model principles. They are
supportive of the practice modd. Partners are giving Child and Family Services good
feedback regarding the practice model.

The training has improved sgnificantly over the past two years.

Supervisors fed more supported as awhole now than last year. There is more didogue
and support amongst supervisors.

Pr actice | mprovement Opportunities:

>

Supervisor mentoring by adminisiration has had mixed results and patchy follow-up.
Also, responses from workers indicate that the quaity and level of mentoring varies from
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one office to another. It was suggested that an informal survey of workers receiving the
mentoring be used to gauge effectiveness.

> Workers are frustrated with the repetition of paperwork and SAFE requirements.

» There are not enough foreign-speaking workers. Further, foreign-speaking workers are
expected not only to carry anormal casaload, but are also asked to assist with other cases
aswell.

> Budget cutbacks have caused a delay in getting substance abuse treatment for four or five
months, which has a negative impact on permanency.

» Thereisaso adday in getting menta hedth services for parents, which also hasa
negetive impact on permanency.

> Insome areas, Guardians ad Litem are not accepting the practice model and do not
believe that it is based on redlity.

VII. System Performance Analysis, Trends, and Practice
| mprovement Needs

The QCR findings are presented in graphic form to help quantify the observations of the
quditative assessment. Graphs show a comparison of scores for last year’ s review with the
recent review. The graphs of the two broad domains of Child and Family Status and System
Performance show the percent of casesin which the key indicators were judged to be
“acceptable” A six-point rating scae is used to determine whether or not an indicator is judged
to be acceptable. Reviewers scored each of the cases reviewed using these rating scales. The
range of ratingsisasfollows.

1 Completely Unacceptable

2 Subgtantialy Unacceptable
3 Partidly Unacceptable

4 Minimaly Acceptable

5 Subgtantidly Acceptable

6 Optima Status/Performance

Child and Family Status as well as System Performance is evaluated using 11 key indicators.
An overdl, summétive score is compiled for each. Scoring for the indicators relative to each of
the two domains follow.
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Child and Family Status | ndicators

Overall Status
Salt Lake Valley Region Child Status
# of cases FYO00 FYOl FYO02 FYO03]
# of cases Needing Baseline Current Current
Acceptable Improvement Exit Criteria 85% on overall score Scores Scores Scores
Safety 68 2 86.7% 91.2% 94.4% 97.1%
Stability 51 19 69.0% 76.5% 72.2% 72.9%
Appropriateness of [ o7 %
Placement 67 3 ]7d.9% 90.6% 95.5% 90.3%  95.7%
Prospectfor af 1%
Permanence 43 27 —————— 761 4% 64.3% 74.6% 59.7% 61.4%
Health/Physical : @R
\Well-being 69 1 B 97.6% 95.6% 95.8%  98.6%
Emotional/Behavior . | e 5%,
al Well-being 57 13 ——= eI 76.2% 89.7% 75.0% 81.4%
Learning Progress 53 16 —— |’|'r4% T - 88.1% 88.1% 79.2% 76.8%
Caregiver e il '
Functioning 50 e 1800% | 100.0% 95.2% 95.6% 100.0%
Family == SEEEEOO000E e - B
Resourcefulness 19 180% 0% A5 G5 0% 100% 60.0% 75.0% 56.8% 51.4%
Satisfaction 56 14 86.4% 80.9% 84.5% 80.0%
Overall Score 62 8 86.7% 89.7% 87.5% 88.6%
Safety
Summative Questions: Isthe child safe from manageable risks of harm (caused by others or by
the child) in higher daily living, learning, working and recregtiona environments? Are othersin
the child' s daily environments safe from the child? Is the child free from unreasonable
intimidation and fears & home and school ?
Findings. 97.1% of cases were within the acceptable range (4-6).
Safety Distribution
72 cases
%
@ ——
o
< ——
o
2 e — : ==
=}
< 1 2 3 4 5 6
Ratings
10
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Stability
Summative Questions: Arethe child' s dally living and learning arrangements stable and free
fromrisk of disruption? If not, are appropriate services being provided to achieve stability and
reduce the probability of disruption?

Findings: 72.9% of cases were in the acceptable range (4-6).

Stability Distribution

72 cases
40
35 —
30
25
20
15
10

number of cases

Ratings

Appropriateness of Placement

Summative Questions: Isthe child in the most appropriate placement consstent with the
child's needs, age ability and peer group and consstent with the child's language and culture?

Findings. 95.7% of cases were in the acceptable range (4-6).

Placement Distribution
72 cases
35 —

830

©25

(&)

=20

215

E10

S5 5

= 0 — T T '_l T T T

1 2 3 4 5 6
Ratings

11
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Prospects for Per manence

Summative Questions. Isthe child living in ahome that the child, caregivers, and other
gtekeholders believe will endure until the child becomes independent? If not, is a permanency
plan presently being implemented on atimely basis that will ensure thet the child will livein a
safe, appropriate, permanent home?

Findings: 61.4% of cases were within the acceptable range (4-6).

Permanence Distribution
72 cases
30
(7] _
S 25
©
° 20 ]
° 15 —
2 10
E
= 0 [] —
0 — T T T T T
1 2 3 4 5 6
Ratings

Health/Physical Well-Being

Summative Questions: Isthe child in good hedth? Are the child's basic physicd needs being
met? Does the child have hedth care services, as needed?

Findings. 98.6% of cases were within the acceptable range (4-6).

Physical Well-being Distribution

Ratings

12
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Emotional/Behavioral Well-Being
Summative Questions: Isthe child doing wel, emctionaly and behaviordly? If nat, isthe
child making reasonable progress toward stable and adequate functioning, emotiondly and
behaviordly, a home and school ?

Findings. 81.4% of cases were within the acceptable range (4-6).

Emotional Well-being Distribution
30 72 cases
(n — —
© 25
©
©20
215
2
210
Z 5
0db— . . 1
1 2 3 4 5 6
Ratings

L earning Progress

Summative Question: (For children agefive and older.) |Isthe child learning, progressng and
gaining essentia functiona capabilities a arate commensurate with his' her age and ability?

Findings: 76.8% of cases were within the acceptable range (4-6).

Learning Progress Distribution
25 f2-€ases

020 —

(2]

(]

©15

o

ol0

o]

§ 5

O T |_| T T T T
1 2 3 4 5 6
Ratings

13
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Caregiver Functioning

Summative Questions. Are the subgtitute caregivers, with whom the child is currently residing,
willing and able to provide the child with the assstance, supervison, and support necessary for
daily living? If added supports are required in the home to meet the needs of the child and assst
the caregiver, are these supports mesting the need?

Findings: 100% of cases were within the acceptable range (4-6).

Caregiver Functioning Distribution
30 72 cases (27 cases na)

25 ——
20
15
10

number of cases

O T T T T T

Ratings

Family Functioning and Resour cefulness

Summative Questions. Does the family, with whom the child is currently residing or hasagod
of reunification, have the capacity to take charge of itsissues and Stuation, enabling them to live
together safely and function successfully? Do family members take advantage of opportunities
to develop and/or expand ardiable network of socid and safety supports to help sustain family
functioning and well-being? Isthe family willing and able to provide the child with assstance,
supervision, and support necessary for daily living?

Findings. 51.4% of cases were within the acceptable range (4-6).

Family Functioning Distribution
72 cases (28 cases na)

“— 15
O —
& o 10 —
o n N
@ 5
Eo
< 0 —1 T T T —
1 2 3 4 5 6
Ratings

14
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Satisfaction

Summative Question: Arethe child and primary caregiver satisfied with the supports and
services they are recelving?

Findings. 80.0% of cases were within the acceptable range (4-6).

Satisfaction Distribution
72 cases (1 case na)

325 ]
wn

Ratings

Overall Child Status

Summative Questions. Based on the Service Test findings determined for the Child Status
Exams 1-11, how well isthis child presently doing? Overal child Satus is considered acceptable
when specified combinations and levels of examination findings are present. A specid scoring
procedure is used to determine Overdl Child Status using a 6-point rating scae.

Findings. 88.6% of cases were within the acceptable range (4-6).

Overall Status Distribution
72 cases

35
o 30 ]
@
o 25
5 20
& 15 ]
s 10
2 5 ] _I:

0 T — T T T T

1 2 3 4 5 6
Ratings

15
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Svstem Performance I ndicators

Overall System
Salt Lake Valley Region System Performance
# of cases FYQO0 FYOl FY02 FY

# of cases Needing Exit Criteria 70% on Shaded indicators  Baseline Current Curr

Acceptable Improvement Exit Criteria 85% on overall score Scores Scores Scol
Child & Family
[Team/Coordination 38 32 36.7% 29.4% 34.7% 54.
Functional :
IAssessment 38 32 P 26.6% 36.8% 33.3% 54.
Long-term View 29 41 " 33.3% 36.8% 31.9% 41.
Child & Family i
Planning Process 42 28 [, 47.6% 30.9% 48.6%  60.
Plan Implementation 50 20 4% 69.6% 67.6% 56.9% 71.
Tracking & %
/Adaptation 40 30 : {:% 69.0% 543% 56.9% 57.
Child & Family it t NN R
Participation 43 26 ESPROIT 13 Ex 64.3% 50.0% 44.4%  62.
Formal/Informal s ) TR %
Supports 58 12 [ aTk% 86.7% 76.5% 73.6% 82
Successful TP (1] 1
Transitions 44 25 ' L ' ' 68.6% 52.9% 49.3% 63.
Effective Results 51 19 % 0% 4% B0% B0% T0U% 73500 4706 66.7% 72
Caregiver Support 47 1 92.0% 88.1% 91.1% 97.
Overall Score 41 29 47.6% 52.9% 48.6% 58.

Child/Family Participation

Summative Questions. Are family members (parents, grandparents, and stepparents) or
subgtitute caregivers active participants in the process by which service decisions are made about
the child and family? Are parents/caregivers partnersin planning, providing, and monitoring
supports and services for the child? Is the child actively participating in decisions made about
hishher future?

Findings. 62.3% of cases were within the acceptable range (4-6).

Child/Family Participation
Distribution
72 cases

gg:ﬁ ]

number o
cases

1 2 3 4 5 6
Ratings
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Child/Family Team and Team Coordination

Summative Questions. Do the people who provide services to the child/family function asa
team? Do the actions of the team reflect a pattern of effective teamwork and collaboration that
benefits the child and family? |s there effective coordination and continuity in the organization
and provison of service across dl interveners and service settings? |s there asingle point of
coordination and accountability for the assembly, ddivery, and results of services provided for
this child and family?

Findings: 54.3% of cases were within the acceptable range (4-6).

Service Team/Coordination
Distribution
72 cases
© 20 — —
g8 B — —
©
Eo 51 | —
c 0 T T T T T
1 2 3 4 5 6
Ratings

Functional Assessment

Summative Questions. Arethe current, obvious and substantial strengths and needs of the child
and family identified though existing assessments, both formd and informd, so that dl

interveners collectively have a“big picture’ understanding of the child and family and how to
provide effective services for them? Arethe critica underlying issuesidentified that must be
resolved for the child to live safely with hisher family independent of agency supervison or to
obtain an independent and enduring home?

Findings. 54.3% of cases were within the acceptable range (4-6).

Functional Assessment Distribution
72 cases

S

1 2 3 4 5 6
Ratings

number o
cases
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Long-Term View
Summative Questions:. Isthere an explicit plan for this child and family that should enable them
to live safdy without supervison from child welfare? Does the plan provide direction and
support for making smooth trangitions across settings, providers and levels or service?

Findings: 41.4% of the cases were within the acceptable range (4-6).

Long-term View Distribution
72 cases

25
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Ratings

Child and Family Planning Process

Summative Questions:. Isthe service plan (SP) individuaized and relevant to needs and gods?
Are supports, services and interventions assembled into a holistic and coherent service process
that provides amix of eements uniquely matched to the child/family’s Stuation and

preferences? Does the combination of supports and servicesfit the child and family’s Situation
S0 asto maximize potentid results and minimize conflicting strategies and inconveniences?

Findings. 62.3% of cases were within the acceptable range (4-6).

Service Planning Distribution

30 72 cases
$25 [ ]
S
S20
©15 —
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S 5 A
c
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Ratings
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Plan | mplementation

Summative Questions. Are the services and activities specified in the service plan for the child
and family, 1) being implemented as planned, 2) delivered in atimely manner and 3) a an
appropriate level of intensity? Are the necessary supports, services and resources available to
the child and family to meet the needs identified in the SP?

Findings: 71.4% of cases were within the acceptable range (4-6).

Plan Implementation Distribution
25 72 cases
o I
o 20
©
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2 10 —
£
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Ratings

Formal/lnformal Supports
Summative Questions:. Isthe avallable array of school, home and community supports and
services provided adequate to assist the child and caregiver reach levels of functioning necessary
for the child to make developmenta and academic progress commensurate with age and ability?

Findings: 82.9% of cases were within the acceptable range (4-6).

Formal/Informal Supports Distribution
30 72Ccases
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Successful Transitions

Summative Questions:. Isthe next age- gppropriate placement trangtion for the child being
planned and implemented to assure atimely, smooth and successful Stuation for the child after
the change occurs? If the child is returning home and to school from atemporary placement in a
treatment or detention setting, are trangition arrangements being made to assure a smooth return
and successful functioning in daily settings following the return?

Findings. 63.8% of cases were within the acceptable range (4-6).

Successful Transitions Distribution
20 72cases(1n§l_
wn
D) I
g 15 —
(&)
° 10 —
(D]
o]
E 5
- [ ]
O T T T T T
1 2 3 4 5 6
Ratings

Effective Results
Summative Questions: Are planned education, thergpies, services and supports resulting in
improved functioning and achievement of desired outcomes for the child and caregiver that will
enable the child to live in an enduring home without agency oversight?

Findings: % of cases were within the acceptable range (4-6).

Effective Results Distribution
25 72 cases

numb
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1 2 3 4 5 6
Ratings
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Tracking and Adaptation

Summative Questions. Are the child and caregiver’s status, service process, and results
routinely followed dong and evauated? Are services modified to respond to the changing needs
of the child and caregiver and to apply knowledge gained about service efforts and results to
create a salf- correcting service process?

Findings: 57.1% of cases were within the acceptable range (4-6).

Tracking & Adaptation Distribution
72 cases
[%]
(&)
@ 20 —
g 15 — ]
° 10
s 5
£ [ 1 1
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1 2 3 4 5 6
Ratings

Caregiver Support

Summative Questions. Are subgitute caregiversin the child's home recaiving the training,

ass stance and supports necessary for them to perform essentid parenting or caregiving functions
for this child? Isthe array of services provided adequate in variety, intensty and dependability
to provide for caregiver choices and to enable caregivers to meet the needs of the child while
maintaining the ability of the home?

Findings. 97.9% of scoreswere in the acceptable range (4-6).

Caregiver Support Distribution
72 cases (27 cases na)
()]
o 25
S 20 —
s 15 —
; 10 1
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2 1 2 3 4 5 6
Ratings
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Overall System Performance

Summative Questions. Based on the Quditative Case Review findings determined for System
Performance exams 1- 10, how wdl is the service system functioning for this child now? Overdl
system performance is considered acceptable when specified combinations and levels of
examination findings are present. A specia scoring procedure is used to determine Overdl
System Performance for achild.

Findings. 58.6% of cases were within the acceptable range (4-6).

Overall Score Distribution
72 cases
(7] 20 _
g —
s 15 —
° 10
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Ratings

Status For ecast

One additiond measure of case Satus isthe prognoss by the reviewer of the child and family’s
likely status in Sx months, given the current level of system performance. Reviewers respond to
the question, “Where do you see this child in six months?” Of the cases reviewed, 39% were
anticipated to be unchanged, 11% were expected to decline in status, and 50% were expected to
improve.

Outcome Matrix--Overall Status of Child/Family
The digplay below presents amatrix anadyss of the service testing time during the QCR. Each of
the cdls in the matrix shows the percent of children experiencing one of four possible outcomes:

Outcome 1. child status acceptable, system performance acceptable
Outcome 2: child status unacceptable, system performance acceptable
Outcome 3: child status acceptable, system performance unacceptable
Outcome 4: child status unacceptable, system performance unacceptable

Obvioudy, the desirable result is to have as many children in Outcome 1 as possible and asfew
in Outcome 4 aspossible. It isfortunate that some children do well in spite of unacceptable
system performance (Outcome 3).  Experience suggests that these are, most often, either
unusudly reslient and resourceful children, or children who have some “champion” or advocate
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who protects them from the shortcomings of the sysem. Unfortunately, there may adso be some
children who, in spite of good system performance, do not do well (these children would fdl in
Outcome 2).

Favor able Status of Child Unfavorable Status of Child

Outcome 1 Outcome 2
Good gatus for the child, system Poor statusfor the child, system
Acceptable performance presently performance minimaly
System acceptable. acceptable but limited in reech or
Performance efficacy. 58.6%
N=39 N=2
Acceptability 55.7% 29%
of Service
System Outcome 3 Outcome4
Performance
Good gatus for the child, system Poor statusfor the child, system
Unacceptable performance presently performance unacceptable.
System unacceptable. 41.4%
Performance
N=23 N=6
32.9% 8.6%
88.6% 11.6%

Case Story Analysis

For each of the cases reviewed in the St Lake Valley Region, the review team produced a
narrative shortly after the review was completed. The story write-up contains a description of
the findings, explaining from the reviewer's pergpective what seems to be working in the sysem
and what needs improvement. The narratives help explain the numerical results presented in the

previous chapter by describing the circumstances of each case. Key practice issuesidentified are
discussed below.

Summary of Case Specific Findings

Child and Family Status
Safety

The Sdt Lake Vdley Region has made steady gains in achieving an acceptable safety status.
Scores since the 2000 basdine year have risen as follows: 87%, 91%, 94%, and now 97%. This
reflects commendable attention to risk and safety.
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Placement Appropriateness

Placement appropriateness scores remain high at 96% acceptability. In last year’ sreview, they
were at 90% acceptability. The region attends to the importance of family-based care and the
need to place children in the least redtrictive environment gppropriate to their needs.

Prospectsfor Permanence

Permanence scores began at 64% in 2001 and subsequently were 75%, 60%, and this year at

61%. Twenty-saven children and youth of the 70 reviewed were not making appropriate

progress toward permanency. Thisyear's satus scores suggest severa practice barriersto
permanence. One case reflects limitations in assessment and long-term view leading to alack of
permanency asfollows. “ At this point, (the youth) faces a number of substantial obstacles—he
has no clear route to permanency, he has unresolved emotional and behavioral needs, and he
appears to have significant academic deficits that may reflect learning disabilities.”

In another case, the implications of practice effectiveness on permanency are aso evident.

“ Sability and permanence wer e unacceptable due to the number of placement changes coupled
with ongoing unfinished assessments. [ The child’ 5] first placement lasted over one year;
however, since then he has experienced three placement disruptions over the last six months.
Through the disruptions and placement changes, health needs fell through the cracks.

Transition plans have not been clearly defined. The quality of the functional assessment was not
reflected in the written document; for example, few needs / underlying needs were identified,
anticipated transitions and long-term view conflicted each other, and the flow from the
assessment to the plan was poor. The plan identified many needs not reflected in the functional
assessment.”

Stability

Stability scores have varied, with this year’ s performance (73% acceptability) about the same as
last year. They were dightly higher in 2001. This plateau reflects the fact that 27% of children
in the review (19 children) are not stable.

In a case with solid stability, where system performance rates a 6, the reviewer wrote of a teen,

“ Everyone agrees that sheisin the best possible placement. She haslived with her foster
parents for the past two years and has stability in her school setting. (The youth) islivingin a
family setting that she, her foster parents, the biological mother, and other team members have
confidence will endure until she reaches maturity.”

One reviewer describesingability in acase as, “ The placement is not stable as the mother ison

the edge and expressed she could not handle (the child) being in the home, but that she did not
feel that she had a choice as the caseworker told her that if the court removed one of the children
they could also remove the others. The family has not deved oped the skills to exist together and
the family functioning is tenuous at best.”
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Another wrote, “ Both stability and permanence are unacceptable. He is not in a home where
team member s feel he can remain until independence. He has been moved repeatedly over the
last six years and currently has no real permanency plan other than long-term foster care.”
This case did not evidence a satisfactory assessment or long-term view, which contributed to the
gability problem. Both of these areas need attention in the region.

Emotional Well-Being

Emotiond well-being acceptability scores rose from 75% in 2002 to 81% in 2003. They were
highest in 2001, at 90%. Fifty-seven of the 70 children reviewed had acceptable scores and 13

did not. Children who achieve adequate emotiond and behaviord well-being tend to have the
following system supports. involvement in case planning (for older youth), strong informal

supports, stability, accurate assessment of needs, individualized planning, frequent contact with

family (out-of-home care), and successin school. These characteristics were present in a number

of the children scoring acceptably. In one case where a child had made significant progressin
emotiond well-being, the reviewer reported the following: “ One year ago (the youth) was

running from every placement he was placed in. He was not receiving the treatment that he
needed and was in potentially dangerous situations while he was AWOL. Snce that time, (the
youth) has successfully completed a residential treatment program. Heisliving in a proctor
home and reportsthat he likesit there and it feels like home. Heis on target to graduate and is
aleader in his current school. All team members fedl like (the youth) will make it and will be a
contributing member of society in the future.”

In adifferent case where scores on gtability, youth involvement in decision making, assessment,
trangtions, and tracking were low, the reviewer described the child's emotiond well-being in the
followingway: “ (The youth’'s) emotional/behavioral well-being has been negatively affected by
his removal from his parents and his disrupted placements. He tells his therapist he has no
friends, and is unsure how to hold friends once he makes them. He expresses hisgoal isto return
to live with his parents and especially misses his relationship with his father. He came very

close to being asked to leave school and not return because of behavioral problemsin the past
month. He has only had two therapy appointments in the past three months. He is not sufficiently
engaged in the therapy process to have reached well-being.”

System Performance
Child and Family Participation

In child and family participation, 43 cases (62%) scored acceptably, compared with 44%

acoeptability last year. There has been some improvement in this category. Thisimprovement

tracks positively with performance on coordination and teaming, indicating thet there is some

increased use of functiond teams. In one example of good child and family involvement, the

reviewer noted, “In light of the fact that (the youth’s) natural parents have chosen to not take an
activerolein hislife at thistime, the foster parents have stepped into that role and feel that the
youth is not just someone they are providing care for, but that he is a member of their family.
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They are highly involved in the planning and routine management of (the youth’s) needs. All of
the key team member s we spoke with expressed how deeply involved the foster momisin this
process.”

In a case where family participation was insufficient, another reviewer wrote, “ In response to

agency policy, the worker developed a service plan for the family during this period when they
wer e unabl e to contact the mother. The plan exemplifies what the agency believes are services
to address family needs, not what the family identifies as their needs. This same plan, originally
developed in August 2002 without family participation, continuesin updated condition as of the
time of thisreview. Having had no voice in the devel opment of the plan has resulted in lack of
family acceptance of treatment expectations.”

A third case reflects the need to empower families involved in the change process and provide
meaningful opportunities for them to be heard and provide input. The reviewer found, “ The

family feels no support and is struggling to find a way to be heard. While they are fearful of the
system they perceive as arrayed against them, they are frustrated because they think that (the
youth) has been punished and that heis not a risk to other children in the home. Although the
family has some supports within the Samoan community and within their church, they feel

hel pless when faced with decisions over which they feel they have no control. There are no
services at this point to help engage them and involve themin an appropriate role in the
assessment and planning process....(The youth’s) family is profoundly disappointed with their
level of involvement and under standing in assessment, planning, and decision-making. They do
not know what to do to make their needs and concerns heard at this point. (The youth) is
similarly dissatisfied, although he can identify some helpful relationships with prior providers.”

Service Team/Coordination

Teaming and coordination scores for the review period rose from 35% acceptability last year to
54% this year, a measurable improvement. However, performance needed considerable
strengthening in 32 of the 70 cases reviewed. Improvements are needed in team composition,
use of the team for planning and decison-making purposes, and childfamily incluson in the
teaming process. In some cases there were no family team mestings.

In one case, there was an absence of afunctiona team, causing the reviewer to write, “When

asked about child and family meetings she stated there had never been any and this concerned
her. She had been involved in family team meetings in other with prior foster children and she
felt that the meetings served the purpose of everybody being at the same table for the child. The
foster mother felt that better coordination of all the subgroups could have been handled in family
team meetings.” Similarly, another reviewer wrote, “ The systemic problems encountered on this
case are on the simplest level. There was no family team meeting held for this case.”

In another case where the team was not functioning effectively, the reviewer found, * Although
meetings are taking place to deal with the crisisthat arise due to (the youth’s) diabetes, the
partners don’t appear to be working as a team. And in fact they report that they don’t feel asa
team. The parents explicitly felt left out of the case and not as an integral part of the teaming
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process. There are conflicts between the foster mother and Artec and these conflicts are not
being resolved in meetings. Some team member s felt that they were acting independently.
Although everyone spoke highly of all the work the caseworker is doing in keeping
communication open with everyone. The goal on this case doesn’t appear to reflect which
direction the case is going, confusing everyone as to what they are working for. The one thing
that isvery clear to everyone is the danger this child represents to herself and her inability to
manage her diabetes herself.”

In a case where teaming and coordination were very effective, the reviewer found, “The

emphasis on the work of the child and family team is a significant strength in this case, asisthe
collaboration between the Child and Family Services worker and the RTC, particularly the
therapist. Additionally, the worker seeks input from other team members and attempts to ensure
that plans areimplemented as designed. At the meeting in November *02, an excellent model for
the conducting of such meetings was followed, which included: collective input, incorporation of
the practice principles, identification of legal parameters, highlighting of strengths of the child,
family, and system, notation of important concerns, listing of goals/needs and the setting forth of
a general child and family team plan, as well as a detailed transition plan. The outcome of this
meeting was set forth in a separate document and although aspects are reflected in the service
plan, the service plan could be strengthened by fully incor porating the outcomes of child and
family team meetings into the service plan. In so doing it can better serve as an integrated
mechanism for driving practice with this child and family.”

From the cases reviewed, it appears that some staff lack a clear understanding of the teaming
process and the skills to facilitate the process effectively. There are dso questions about the
clarity of expectations about the use of the family team conference.

Functional Assessment

Functiona assessment scores improved from 33% acceptability last year to 54% acceptability in
the current review year. While thisis commendable progress, 32 of the 70 cases reviewed
needed sgnificant performance improvement. It is now more likdly to find forma written
functiond assessmentsin the filesthan a year ago; however, work is needed to identify
underlying conditions rather than symptoms and to use the assessment to inform the planning

and intervention process. Some assessments are il essentidly socid summaries, which while
useful, lack the analys's and conclusions needed by the planning team.

For example, one reviewer found, “ The change in placement has meant a delay in addressing
the mental health issues for the target child. Her need to experience positive relationships with
family, significant adults, and peers has received little attention. Her need to run away is not
understood and is not effectively addressed in therapy and placement.”

In acase that reflects aneed for worker clarity about the content of assessments and skill in

assessing, the reviewer wrote, “ Even though there were a couple of functional assessmentsin the
casefile, there was no “ current picture” of the family. It also appears that the casewor ker
struggles with what information is needed in a functional assessment. There was difficulty in
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identifying strengths and the underlying needs of the family.” Similarly, another wrote, “ The
guality of the functional assessment was not reflected in the written document; for example, few
needs / underlying needs wer e identified, anticipated transitions and long-term view conflicted
with each other, and the flow from the assessment to the plan was poor. The plan identified
many needs not reflected in the functional assessment” .

Some cases had good functional assessmernts that were useful tools for determining the direction

of the case. For example, areviewer found, * In terms of the functional assessment, most team
member s appeared to have a basic common under standing of the child/family and the “ big
picture” compilation. A mental health assessment has been completed for the review child and
issues appear to be addressed in therapy as needed. The child and family plan reflects aspects of
the assessment picture and supports/services are assembled into a sensible plan.”  Another
reviewer wrote, “ The functional assessment in this case has contributed to the favorable results.

It discusses issues, draws conclusions, and identifies what needs to be done to either continue
progress, improve functioning, or not repeat the things that have not worked in the history of this
case.”

Long-Term View

Long-term view performance improved from 32% acceptability last year to 41% acceptability in

the current review period. Performance in thisareais heavily influenced by the quality of

as=ssment, teaming, and planning performance, dl of which aso need improvement in the

region. Itisdifficult to know and attend to along-term vison for the case if the team is unclear

about what the child and family would need to get there. Thereis atendency for st&ff to believe

that the permanency god provides the long-team view. The two are compatible if the

permanency god is redligtic, honest, and supported by a concrete plan to achieveit. At times,
however, thisis not the case, resulting in an unachievable god. When theteamisnotin

agreement on the long-term view, the likdihood of achieving it is Smilarly compromised. One

case sums up well the criticality of the long-term view and the harmful effects of its absence:

“The goal isfor her to return home but there are no realistic strategies and time frames for this
to be achieved. Sheisfar behind grade level and not improving educationally. Thereisno plan
to address her educational needs with specific and individual services that would increase her
mastery of academic and basic living skills. Despite her age she has no Independent Living Plan
that would allow her to acquire the basic living skills she needs to be independent. Sheis not
making progress in treatment of her emotional issues. Her grandmother is not ready to assume
responsibility for her care nor isthislikely in the foreseeable future. For these reasons, and
others mentioned above, the areas of stability, prospects for permanence, emotional/behavioral
well-being, learning progress, and family resour cefulness show substantial and continuing
problems. These are the most significant areas to the long-term view for the child and family.

Child and Family Planning Process
Child and family planning performance rose from 49% acceptability last year to 60% thisreview

period. There was evidence of improvement in the use of team meetingsto craft plans, and
atention to srengths and to individudization. Areas needing strengthening included connecting
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the planto the functiona assessment and separating needs from services. Work is needed in
using plans to indicate the steps of the change process rather than only as avehicle for stating the
expected outcome (i.e., “mom should remain drug free; youth should refrain from aggressve
outbursts”).

In one case the reviewer found, “The service plan is very generic and does not reflect a coherent
long-term view about how to accomplish important goals. Needs are expressed in terms of
services and strengths are expressed in terms of the availability of services. The service plan
clearly does not reflect the work of a functioning family team involved in updating assessments
and changing plans based on results.”

Assessing the connection between assessment and the planning process, another wrote, “ Without

a team, assessment of the mother’ s underlying needs isincomplete and inadequate. Symptoms
of underlying problems are identified (e.g., substance abuse, domestic violence, depression), but
a good big picture view has not been developed. The mother’s strengths are not capitalized on,
as they relate to meeting underlying needs because neither the strengths nor needs are clearly
identified. The plan resulting from the inadequate assessments is ther efore ineffective and fails
to address underlying needs. When the plan was unsuccessful, there wer e few attempts to adapt
and change to maximize chance of success.”

In a case with a sound planning process, the reviewer found, “ the child and family planning
process is substantially acceptable. The plan was based upon a sound functional assessment in
which all areas of the case, both short- and long-term, were considered. The caseworker
reported that she met with the family members at mediation, a child and family team meeting,
and individually in preparation for writing up the child and family plan.”

Tracking and Adaptation

At 57% acceptability, tracking and adaptation performance was essentially unchanged from the
previous review year. Teams should be more frequently used to track progress and help develop
modificationsto plans. Better communication and coordination between team members, which
resultsin more frequent sharing of vita information, would help strengthen tracking and
adaptation.

In a case where there was good tracking and adaptation, the reviewer found, “ Substantial

tracking and adaptation processes seemed to be working for (the youth). Her caseworker was
knowledgeabl e about team members and was responsive to changing conditions such as the
change of feasibility of (the youth) living in California with her half-siblings.”

In a case where follow-up was lacking, it was noted that, “ There was no tracking or adaptation

of the service plan. There was documentation in the case file that this mother and her children
wer e in domestic violence counseling when in fact when the therapist was contacted she reported
that she had not seen the family in over ayear” .
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Thereis gill atendency in some cases to retain existing plans, even when there are new eventsin

the life of the child/family. Asonereviewer found, “ The service plan is not updated when
circumstances change. Medicines, mental health diagnoses/treatment, and academic needs are
not individualized in the plan or updated/changed. (The youth’s) most current case plan looks
exactly like his former case plan.”

Successful Transitions

Performance in assuring successful trangitions changed from 49% acceptability last year to 64%
acceptability, a notable improvement. The following example illustrates careful planning for a

schoal trangtion: “ The caseworker held a meeting with the foster parent and schoolteachers
prior to the start of school to make sure that everyone knew what was happening with (the
youth). The teacher was aware of (the youth’s) situation and the fact that her adoption was
about to be terminated. He said that he was aware of whomto call if there were any problems
with (the youth). He knew who the caseworker was and also who the foster parent was. He had
phone numbers for both and reported that both the foster parent and caseworker had attended
parent/teacher conference.”

Overall System Performance

Overdl system performance improved from 49% acceptability in the last review period to 59%
in the current period.

VIll. Recommendationsfor Practice | mprovement

At the conclusion of the week of case record reviews, the review team provides regiond staff its
impressions regarding practice development needs that were observed during the review. While
these impressions do not have the benefit of an anadyss of the aggregate scores of practice trends
in al cases, the feedback is ussful in quickly interpreting what was learned. The feedback
suggested the following practice needs and chalenges:

Practice Development Opportunities

The region continues to work toward creating a seamless region rather than continuing to look at
the three former regions, Cottonwood, Granite, and Salt Lake, as separate entities. Scores and
performance measures in this report are combined to support that god. However, it is

impossible to ignore the fact that offices that comprise the former Cottonwood Region scored
most poorly in system performance compared to the other areas. Thisis noted because the
digtinction is so sgnificant. Overal sysem performance scores for Salt Lake and Granite were
71% and 67% respectively. For the Cottonwood area, the overal performance score was 36.4%.
Clearly, management attention is needed to address this disparity. See Section IX for scores of
the three separate areas.

Region-wide, one overarching practice chalenge stood out. Some staff continue to have a
tendency to see the practice mode approaches as individua compliance requirements rather than
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a process that begins with engagement and concludes with interventions. This appears to be the
reason that reviewers find:
» That team mestings are held because they are required (and at time resemble staffings),
rather than as an opportunity to involve the family and its dlies.
» That functional assessments tend to be free sanding descriptions rather than an andyticd
tool to inform the planning process.
» That plans are not congstently driven by the assessment process or routingly monitored
and updated.
» That thelong-term view is obscured.

Work is needed to communicate to staff the sequence of the practice model principles asthey are
to be applied in work with children and families. Within the sequence, four individual areas of
practice are identified as the most strategicaly important to focus on. They are listed below.

Child and Family Teaming and Coor dination. While there was improvement in performance
this year, effective teaming is not congstent. Where it works well, outcomesimprove. Sothisis
an area meriting intensve management attention. Staff need help in the effective facilitation of
family team meetings. Because so many gaff in this region have not completed practice modd
training (108 out of 315), thereis aneed for continuous mentoring and modeling of facilitation
skills. Becausein some cases no family team meetings are held, the clarity of expectations and
attention to accountability also need to be given priority.

Functional Assessment. Good functiona assessments are the foundation of effective plans.
While thereis evidence of effort to develop functiona assessments, and in some cases good
work in this regard, further progressis needed. Assessments should go beyond historical
summaries and contain both analysis and conclusions about underlying conditions and needs.
The team needs a more prominent role in contributing to the assessment. And assessments
should be used to guide the planning process. In some cases assessments gppear to be seen as
compliance requirements, not dynamic tools. Additiona attention is aso needed in the
assessment process to child and family cultural issues.

Child and Family Planning Process. There has been definite improvement in this area.
Practice can be strengthened by greater reliance on the functiona assessment and more
individudization of plans. Asis the case with functional assessment, the contributions of the
team to the planning process should be maximized.

Long-Team View. When assessments are not attentive to underlying conditions and plans focus
more on symptoms than needs, it is difficult to achieve along-term view of the case. Many daff
remain unclear about the meaning and purpose of the long-term view.

Recommendations

Child and Family Servicesisworking on strengthening its mentoring approach and adding
trainers to complete the delivery of practice mode training. The additiond hiring that is
occurring should asss the region with maintaining an adequate workforce. At the regiond
level, the following three steps are recommended as a priority.
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> Develop/sdect apool of expert mertors who can begin the mentoring process with
inexperienced gaff immediately. Mentoring atention should focus on facilitation skills,
assessment, and planning.

» Home-based and family preservation cases scored less acceptably in this review.
Reviewers expressed concerns about cases being closed too quickly, without adequate
supports for trangtions. The region should examine its home-based practice to determine
if additiond attention is needed to the intensity and duration of supports.

» Questions arise about whether supervisors are setting clear practice expectations for staff
and monitoring and providing feedback as part of their accountability practice.
Supervisors should consigtently observe the qudity of family team conference
facilitation, assessments, and plans and provide feedback and coaching where needed.
Managers should monitor supervisory practice to insure that this occurs.

System | ssues

Severd long-standing barriers (flex fund policy, overal practice mode policy, saffing, and
increased training policy) are being addressed as part of arecent agreement between the parties,
now ratified by the court. If they has not yet been completed, the long-pending revisionsto
SAFE regarding assessment and planning need to be finished and made available to staff.

| X. Resultsby Area

Child Status Results by Area:

Cottonwood Child Status

# of cases FY00 Fy0l FY02 FYO3

# of cases Needing Baseline Current|

Acceptable Improvement Exit Criteria 85% on overall score Scores Scores

Safety 22 0 wobs  81.8% 100.0% 95.8% 100.0%
Stability 14 8 [saee i 636% 857% 708% 63.6%
Appropriateness of Placement 22 0 ' wps 864%  895% 83.3% 100.0%
Prospects for Permanence 13 9 ssase ! 636% 750% 458% 59.1%
Health/Physical Well-being 22 0 ] ] wops 100.0% 100.0% 95.8% 100.0%
Emotional/Behavioral Well-being 17 5 | 8l8% 8l0% 583% 77.3%
Learning Progress 14 8 | ssc 90.9% 90.0% 792% 63.6%
Caregiver Functioning 18 0 wops 1000%  90.9% 92.3% 100.0%
Family Resourcefulness 4 3 | 47.00 588% 933% 66.7% 57.1%
Satisfaction 16 6 2 905% 81.0% 875% 72.7%
Overall Score 20 2 oy 818% 952% 833%  90.9%
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Granite Child Status

#of cases FY00 FYo1 FYo2 FYo3
#of cases Needing Baseline Current
Acceptable Improvement Exit Criteria 85% on overall score Scores Scores
Safety 23 1 oy, 8l8% 826% 958%  958%
Stability 18 6 | 75.0% 27% 565%  750%  750%
Appropriateness of Placement 2 3 |s75p6  909% B7%  917%  875%
Prospects for Permanence 15 9 | 625% 545% 565%  708% 6259
Health/Physical Welkbeing 24 0 1000% 909%  913% 1000% 1000%
Emotional/Behavioral WelHbeing 19 5 £79.2% T27% 870%  750%  79.2%
Leaming Progress 20 3 |87 909%  913%  792% = 87.0%
Caregiver Functioning 16 0 . 1000% 1000%  933%  938% 1000%
Famiy Resourcefuiness 6 9 |400%: 500%  611%  500%  400%4
Satisfaction 20 4 _|833% 27% 783% 826% 833
Overall Score 21 3 , I 187506 g18% 826% 875%  875%
W 200 40% 60% 80% 100%
Salt Lake Child Status
# of cases FY00 FYOL FYo2 FY03]
# of cases Needing| Baseline Current
Acceptable| Improvement] Exit Criteria 85% on on overall score Scores Scores|
Safety 23 1 [ ke 1000%  917%| 91.7%| 958%
Stability 19 5 F792% T78%|  875%| 708%| 792%
Appropriateness of Placement 24 0 10040 100.0% 100.0%  958%| 100.0%
Prospects for Permanence 15 9 | 625% T78%|  91.7%|  625%|  625%
Health/Physical Well-being 23 1 b 100.0%  958%|  91L7%|  958%
Emoational/Behavioral Wellbeing 21 3 |s7 6679 1000%  9L7%|  875%
Leaming Progress 19 5 [792% 778%|  833%|  79.2%|  792%
Caregiver Functioning 16 0 __1004% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Family Resourcefulness 9 6 |600% : 800%|  733%| 529%| 60.0%
Satisfaction 21 3 873 g39%| 833%| 875%| 875%
Overall Score 21 3 : : : —87%6 1000% 917% 9L7%  875%
| | 0% 20% 4% 6% 8% 100%
System Performance Results by Area:
Cottonwood System Performance
# of cases FY00 FYO01 FY02 FY03
# of cases Needing Exit Criteria 70% on Shaded indicators Baseline Current]
Acceptable Improvement Exit Criteria 85% on overall score Scores Scores
Child & Family Team/Coordination 6 16 g 409% 23.8% 37.5% 27.3%
Functional Assessment 5 17 i_zl;;o/au% 31.8% 333% 208% 22.7%
Long-term View 6 16 ::| 27_3%% 31.8% 42.9% 29.2% 27.3%
Child & Family Planning Process 8 4 1364a% 409% 381% 375% 36.4%
Plan Implementation 13 9 [:59.3% 63.6% 57.1% 41.7% 59.1%
Tracking & Adaptation 9 13 40.9% 68.2% 47.6% 41.7% 40.9%
Child & Family Participation 9 13 40.9% 63.6% 47.6% 45.8% 40.9%
Formal/Informal Supports 16 6 72.7% 81.8% 76.2% 625% 72.7%
Successful Transitions 11 10 | 52.4% 66.7% 52.4% 304% 52.4%
Effective Results 15 7 | 8.7% 76.2% 61.9% 58.3% 68.2%
Caregiver Support 15 1 . . d38% 70.6% 81.8% 100.0%  93.8%
Overall Score 8 14 |364% : : 455% 52.4% 375% 36.4%
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Granite System Performance

# of cases FYQ0 FY0o1 FY02 FY03

#of cases Needing Exit Criteria 70% on Shaded indicators Baseline Current

Acceptable Improvement Exit Criteria 85% on overall score Scores Scores

Child & Family Team/Coordination 14 10 sg 4o 18.2% 26.1% 29.2% 58.3%
Functional Assessment 17 7 70.8% 18.2% 261%  41.7% 70.8%
Long-term View 10 14 | 41.7% 213%  174%  41.7%  41.7%
Child & Family Planning Process 17 7 70.8% 54.5% 8.7%  50.0% 70.8%
Plan Implementation 18 6 | 75.0% 545%  565%  583%  75.0%
Tracking & Adaptation 15 9 | 64.5% 636%  522%  625% = 6259
Child & Family Participation 15 9 | 645% 455%  435%  417% = 62.5%)
Formal/informal Supports 21 3 |875% 909%  739%  792%  87.5%
Successful Transitions 15 9 | 64 5% 545%  391%  708%  625%
Effective Results 18 6 | 75.0% 636%  478%  708%  75.0%)
Caregiver Support 16 0 —1008% 10009  80.0% 100.0%  100.0%
Overall Score 16 8 — 6% 455%  391%  500%  66.7%

004 2004 4004 6004 80046 10004
Salt Lake System Performance

# of cases FY00 FY01 FY02 FY03

# of cases Needing|Exit Criteria 70% on Shaded indicators Baseline| Current

Acceptable| Improvement |Exit Criteria 85% on overall score Scores Scores

Child &Family Team/Coordination 18 6 __Has00 444%  375%  375%  750%
Functional Assessment 16 8 | 46.7% 333%  500%  375%  66.7%
Long-term View 13 11 | 54246 444%  500% = 25.0% 54.2%
Child & Family Planning Process 17 7 70.8% 55.6% 45.8% 58.3% 70.8%
Plan Implementation 19 5 79.2% 55.6% 87.5% 70.8% 79.2%
Tracking & Adaptation 16 8 | 66.7% 778%  625%  667%  66.7%
Child & Family Participation 19 4 leo6%| ssoe|  s583%|  458% 82.6%
Formal/informal Supports 21 3 1875% g800%| 7900 79.0% 87.5%
Successful Transitions 18 6 50% 44.4%|  66.7%|  458% 75.0%
Effective Results 18 6 50% 778%|  833%|  708% 75.0%
Caregiver Support 16 0 10007 25 006]  100.0%  750%|  100.09
Overall Score 17 7 - - — 8% 556%,  66.7%,  583% 70.8%

Q04 2004  AQ04A 6004 2004 1 {YY:L\
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Appendix

Milestone Trend Indicators

1. Number and percent of Home-Based child clients who came into Out-of-Home care within 12 months of Home-Based case closure. (Data is pulled one year prior in
order to look 12 months forward.)

1st QT 2001 | 2nd QT 2001 | 3rd QT 2001 | 4th QT 2001 | 1st QT 2002 | 2nd QT 2002 | 3rd QT 2002 [4th QT 2002 | 1st QT 2003 2nd QT 2003
# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Northern 33 7% 40 8% 22 5% 18 4% 19 6% 18 4% 19 4%| 27 6% 16| 4% 15 4%
Salt Lake 49 8% 24 3% 39 5% 25 5% 23 4% 21 4% 27 5%| 31 6% 37] 6% 31 8%
Western 15 7% 17 7% 19 8% 18 7% 9 5% 3 2%) 13 7% 2 1% 7 3% 7 5%
Eastern 10 7% 10 8% 9 6% 10 8% 6 3% 8 9% 2 2% 5 4% 4 4% 3 4%
Southweg 0 0% 4 5% 1 1% 1 1% 3 3% 5 9% 4 4% 8 11% 2] 3% 0 0%
t
State 107 7% 95 5% 90 5% 72 5% 60 5% 55 4% 65 5%| 74 5% 68| 5% 56 4%

2. Number and percent of children in Ou

care siblings, or residential staff.

t-of-Home care who were vict

ims of substantiated allegations of abuse and neglect by Out-of-Home care

parents, Out-of-Home

1st QT 2001 | 2nd QT 2001 | 3rd QT 2001 | 4th QT 2001 | 1st QT 2002 | 2nd QT 2002| 3rd QT 2002 4thrd QT | 1st QT 2003 2nd QT 2003
2002
# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Northern 0f 0.0% 1l 0.2% 3[ 0.5% 1 0.2% 2[ 0.4% 8| 1.6% 0 0.0% 4] 0.2% 0[0.0% 1| 0.26%
Salt Lake 3] 0.2% 0f 0.0% 3[  0.2% 1 0.1% 5[ 0.4% 1] 0.1% 1 0.1% 0[ 0.0% 3[0.3% 0 n/a
Western 0 0.0% 2[ 0.7% 0 0.0% 1 0.0% 0 0.0% 1| 0.4% 0 0.0% 5| 1.7% 0[0.0% 0 n/al
Eastern 0f 0.0% 0f 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.0% 1| 0.4% 0[ 0.0% 2 1.2% 0 0.0% 2(0.8% 2| 0.75%
Southwedq 0 0.0% 0] 0.0% 0] 0.0% I 0.8% 0 0.0% 3| 1.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0[0.0% 0 n/a
t
State 3] 0.1% 3] 0.1% 6| 0.2% 5 0.2% 8| 0.3% 13| 0.5% 3 0.1% 9 0.4% 5[(0.2% 3] 0.13%
3. Number and percent of substantiated child victims with a prior Home-Based or Out-of-Home care case within the last 12 months.
1st QT 2001 [ 2nd QT 2001 | 3rd QT 2001 | 4th QT 2001 | 1st QT 2002 [ 2nd QT 2002| 3rd QT 2002 [ 4th QT 2002 | 1st QT 2003 2nd QT 2003
# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Northern 66 9% 56 9% 50 8% 62 9% 49 8% 62| 10% 47 8%| 75| 12% 57| 8% 50 7%
Salt Lake 60 6%0) 93 8% 69 6% 64 5%| 100 8% 69 5% 77 6%| 118 9% 65| 5% 74 6%
Western 23 8% 14 5% 29 8% 13 3% 27 8% 32 7% 28 8%| 30 8% 33| 8% 10 2%
Eastern 15[ 12% 10 6% 9 7% 9 6% 10 6% 18 11% 12 7%| 22| 14% 20| 12% 20 9%
Southwed 14 6% 19 12% 9 4% 12 6% 9 5% 6 3% 11 5% 5 2% 3] 1% 18 9%
t
State 178 8% 192 8%| 166 7% 160 6%| 194 7%| 188 7%| 175 7%| 249 9% 177 6% 172 6%
4. Number and percent of substantiated child victims with a prior CPS substantiated allegation within the last 12 months.
1st QT 2001 | 2nd QT 2001 | 3rd QT 2001 | 4th QT 2001 | 1st QT 2002 | 2nd QT 2002 3rd QT 2002 [ 4th QT 2002 | 1st QT 2003 2nd QT 2003
F 1% | # [ % | # [ % | # [ % | # [ % | # [ % | # % [ # ] % | # [%| # %
Northern 110] 16% 95 16% 67 11% 93  14% 80| 13% 88| 14% 66 11%| 108 17% 81| 11% 88 13%
Salt Lake 119] 11% 137 11%| 148 12% 158  12%| 191 14%]| 148] 11%| 147 12%| 183] 13% 159| 13% 166 13%
Western 27 9% 38 13% 51 14% 460  12% 40  11% 35 8% 55 17%| 58 15% 55| 13% 66 14%
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Eastern 24|  19% 16 10% 10 8% 22  15% 13 8% 21| 13% 33 19%| 25 16% 20| 12% 31 13%
Southweg 20 6% 17 10% 17 8% 220 12% 19 10% 17 9% 39 17%| 23] 10% 21| 10% 27 14%
t
State 300 13% 303 13%| 293 12% 341 13%| 342 13%| 310 11%| 339 13%| 403 14% 336| 12% 380 13%
5. Number and percent of children in care for at least one year that attained permanency through case closure prior to 24 months of custody. (Datais pulled two years
prior in order to look 24 months forward.)
1st QT 2001 | 2nd QT 2001 | 3rd QT 2001 | 4th QT 2001 | 1st QT 2002 | 2nd QT 2002| 3rd QT 2002 | 4th QT 2002 | 1st QT 2003 2nd QT 2003
# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Northern 24|  63%) 17 65% 22 69% 300 60% 22  76% 16|  47% 24 73% 26| 65% 17| 63% 12 43%
Salt Lake 55 53% 51 50% 53 58% 53 61% 72 62% 51 59% 40 53% 54 57% 52| 68% 62 68%
Western 4]  36% 6 67% 12 60% 171 77% 13| 62% 10| 59% 16 57% 6| 43% 5| 38% 13 62%
Eastern 6] 32% 11 92% 6] 40% 7N 47% 6] 40% 14| 74% 7 50% 14| 61% 9| 56% 4 44%
Southwedq 4| 44% 3 60% 5 38% 1 33% 0 0% 9 69% 3 60% 1 13% 3| 38% 4 36%
t
State 93| 52% 88 57% 98 57% 108] 61%| 113| 61% 100 59% 90 58%| 101| 56% 86| 63% 95 59%
6. Number and percent of children who entered Out-of-Home care who attained permanency through custody termination within one year. (Datais pulled one year prior in
order to look 12 months forward.)
1st QT 2001 | 2nd QT 2001 | 3rd QT 2001 | 4th QT 2001 | 1st QT 2002 | 2nd QT 2002 3rd QT 2002 [ 4th QT 2002 | 1st QT 2003 2nd QT 2003
# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Northern 139 83% 115 7% 103]  76% 1020 71% 83[ 78% 107 79% 99 76%| 88| 75% 91| 75% 62 72%
Salt Lake 265| 70% 156 66% 113] 60% 92 49% 88 54% 105 53% 93 53%| 86| 46% 107| 60% 86 54%
Western 37 64% 27 61% 31 53% 43 75% 31 70% 34 62% 38 70%| 35| 76% 55 71% 57 73%
Eastern 38| 72% 25 57% 21 60% 25  52% 31 66% 45 83% 35 67%| 30 75% 29| 71% 23 61%
Southweg 18| 86% 18 58% 15|  75% 24  75% 17 68% 18 62% 15 63%| 13| 62% 27| 59% 19 61%
t
State 497 73%) 341 68%| 283 64% 286 61%| 250 65% 3090 66%| 280 64%| 255] 62% 309| 67% 247 63%
7. Number and percent of children with prior custody episodes within 6, 12, and 18 months.
1st QT | 2nd QT 2001 [ 3rd QT 2001 4th QT 2001 | 1st QT 2002 | 2nd QT 2002 | 3rd QT 2002 | 4th QT 2002 |1st QT 2003 2nd QT 2003
2001
Mos.| # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Northern 6/ 10| 9% 10 8% 17 13% 18 15% 10 8% 10 12%) 13| 10%| 10 6% 14| 10% 9 8%
12| 13 12% 23 17% 24 18% 20 17% 13] 11% 21 25%) 17] 13%| 25 19% 20[ 14% 15 14%
18] 17 16% 24 8% 29 22% 25 21% 15| 12% 21 25%) 21 16%| 27 21% 22[ 16% 17 16%
Salt Lake 6 6] 4% 15 8% 10 6% 5 2% 8 5% 16 10%) 10 5% 11 6% 141 9% 4 4%
12 8 14% 23| 12% 17 10% 21 12% 15 9% 23 14%) 18 9%| 13 7% 22| 14% 5 5%
18] 14 9% 29 15% 20 11% 23 13% 16 9% 25 16%) 22 11%| 14 8% 23[ 15% 9 8%
Western 6 3 7% 1 2% 1 2% 4 9% 1 1% 6 8% 2 4% 2 3% 11| 17% 1 2%
12 3 7% 5 9% 2 4% 7 16% 2 3% 6 8% 3 5% 8 13% 14| 21% 4 7%
18 4 9% 6] 11% 4 7% 7 16% 2 3% 10 13%) 6] 11% 8 13% 14| 21% 4 7%
Eastern 6 6] 13% 3 4% 2 4% 2 5% 6 12% 2 5% 3 6% 2 4% 4 9% 2 4%
12| 12| 26% 4 7% 4 8% 3 8% 8] 17% 5 13%) 4 9% 4 13% 6| 13% 9 2%
18] 13 28% 4 7% 6 12% 5 13% 8] 17% 6 16%) 5 11% 4 13% 6] 12% 12 2%
A-2

Qualitative Case Review Findings--Review Conducted September and November 2002 and January 2003




Salt Lake Valley Region Report

Southwe 6 I 4% 3| 10% 2 8% 1 5% 2 4% 0 0% 0 0% 2 4% 0 0% 1 5%
st

12 I 4% 4 14% 3 12% 1 5% 2 4% 0 0% 1 3% 4 8% 1 8% 1 5%

18 2l 8% 4 14% 6 25% 2 9% 5[ 11% 1 3% 1 3% 4 8% 1| 8% 3 1%

State 6] 260 7% 32 7% 32 8% 30 7% 27 6% 34 9% 28 6% 25 6% 43[ 10% 17 5%

12| 37 10% 59| 12% 50 12% 52 13% 40 8% 55 14% 43 9%| 51 11% 63| 15% 34 10%

18] 50 13% 67 14% 65 15% 62 15% 46]  10% 63 16% 55| 12%| 54 12% 66) 16% 45 13%

8. Average months in care of cohorts in children in Out-of-Home care by goal, ethnicity, and sex. (Workers have 45 days to establish a goal and enter it in SAFE. Cases
that were closed prior to a goal being established are not reported under this trend.)

1st | 2nd QT [3rd QT[ 4th QT | 1st |2nd QT| 3rd QT [4th QT [ 1st | 2nd
QT 2001 | 2001 | 2001 QT | 2002 2002 2002 | QT QT
2001 2002 2003 | 2003
Adoption
Northern 18 19 24 18 14 20 13 19 18 14
Salt Lake 19 31 23 26 21 26 24 25 23 16
Western 21 17 19 18 10 9 6) 20 16 26
Eastern 34 26 0 41 17 15 18, 14 16 10
Southweg 7 15 16 24 11 20 17| 13 11 21
t
State 18 25 23 23 18 22 15 21 20 16
Guardianship
Northern 22 19 27 3 0 12 8 9 6 18
Salt Lake 18 14 21 22 23 19 16 29 23 18
Western 59 20 5 42 10 3 68 15 26 11
Eastern 16 6 14 0 0 13 0 53 32 60
Southweg 17 0 0 6 5 48 0 2 13 11
t
State 28 14 22 22 17 17 24 24 21 18
Independent living
Northern 35 19 26 41 49 30 28 26 43 39
Salt Lake 29 46 37 31 42 23 36 30 38 47
Western 36 44 23 12 42 33 45 26 22 20
Eastern 10 26 15 10 25 38 47 22 45 45
Southweg 18 12 73 15 0 24 13 28 11 29
t
State 30 36 33 26 43 27 37 27 37 41
Individualized permanency plan
Northern 21 28 27 32 25 49 20 47 30 31
Salt Lake 47 38 32 56 36 34 22 41 37 33
Western 48 18 34 30| 66 11 0 0 26 0
Eastern 35 47 27 19 26 23 26 21 11 15
Southwest 37 6) 26 49 0 41 13 17 20 26
State 41 33 30 38 36 33 22 37 32 29
Return home
Northern 12 11] 8 9 8 7 9 9 11 10
Salt Lake 13 14 11 10j 11 10 10 11 12 11
Western 10 9 9 10 6 6 7 10 7 8
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Eastern 11 5 10 8 8 13 7 9 8 5
Southwest 7 8 11 7 6 11 5 7 11 10
State 12 11 10 9 9 9 9 10 11 9
Average length of stay of children in custody by ethnicity. (Datais average number of months.)
1st [2nd QT|3rd QT | 4th QT| 1st |2nd QT| 3rd Q |4th QT| 1st QT [2nd QT|
QT 2001 | 2001 2001 QT | 2002 | 2002 | 2002 2003 2003
2001 2002
African American
Northern 3 25 6 24 12 15 8 0 30 12
Salt Lake 27 36 19 29 32 27 36 9 17 16
Western 52 3 7 3 0 0 2 0 10 5
Eastern 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 1]
Southwest 0 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 0
State 19 55 20 25 30 21 15 9 18 14
American Indian/Alaska Native
Northern 4 0 24 23 0 0 1 11 7 14
Salt Lake 11 23 16 21 17 11 5 5 23 3
Western 11 21 10 1] 9 0 67 10] 11 0|
Eastern 27 32 11 2 19 36 11 22 33 9
Southwest 30 11 0 0 0 42 0 12 12 32
State 21 28 10 16 17 20 17 15 19 14
Asian
Northern 9 36 0 0 73 0 0 16 0 0
Salt Lake 7 19 0 0 13 38 4 7 0 10
Western 0 0 0 0 57 0 0 21 0 0
Eastern 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Southwest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
State 6 26 0 0 31 38 4 13 0 10
Caucasian
Northern 9 10 9 9 20 14 9 10| 8 9
Salt Lake 20 23 20 24 25 24 17 20| 19 18
Western 22 11 13 12 28 9 16 12 12 12
Eastern 17 11 10 18 12 14 17 10| 11 9
Southwest 12 8 19 14 4 27 6 14 12 13
State 21 22 21 17| 21 19 13 14 14 13|
Hispanic
Northern 7 8 9 9 7 13 6 10| 7 6]
Salt Lake 14 14 16 12 15 14 14 13 18 13
Western 9 5 4 19 7 4 9 25 6 4
Eastern 6 3 4 4 12 0 7 1 14 20
Southwest 5 8 16 6 0 10 7 3 5 24
State 11 10 14 11 12 12 10 12| 11 9
Other/Unknown
Northern 10 9 11 6 7 8 5 12 13 45
Salt Lake 9 11 14 10| 12 10 12 16 15 15
Western 18 12 9 11] 15 7 12 0 16 18
Eastern 5 0 5 13 10 8 7 6 0 0
Southwest 11 3 48 12 5 7 3 13 6 0
State 14 9 9 9 10 9 9 14 14 18]
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Pacific Islander

Northern 0 31 0 16 0 0 0 0| 0 0|
Salt Lake 17 18 4 8 0 12 3 10j 21 11
Western 0 0 0 0| 0 0 0 0| 1 16}
Eastern 0 38 0 0| 0 0 0 0| 0 10j
Southwest] 0 0 0 0] 0 0 0 18 0 0]
State 17 14 2 17 0 12 3 14] 11 9
Average number of months children in custody by sex
1st QT 2001 | 2nd QT 2001 | 3rd QT 2001 | 4th QT 2001 | 1st QT 2002 | 2nd QT 2002 | 3rd QT 2002 | 4th QT 2002 | 1st QT 2003 [ 2nd QT 2003
Male | Female| Male | Female| Male [Female| Male |Female| Male | Female| Male |Female| Male | Female | Male | Female | Male | Femal [ Male | Female
e
Northern| 8 9 10 11 9 9 9 9 12 10 12 12 7 70 11 10 7 9 10 8|
Salt Lake| 16 16 22 18 17 18 17 20 21 17 16 17 14 15[ 16 17 18 19 14 16
Western| 16 21 10 13 13 10 12 13 24 13 6 8 20 9 12 15 11 11 8 9
Eastern| 21 9 21 8 8 9 10 15 10 13 12 16 12 12 11 13 15 15 4 16}
Southwest| 13 11 8 6 12 14 13 14 5 4 22 17 6 5[ 10 14 10 11 14 17
State| 14 14 15 14 13 12 14 14 18 13 14 14 12 12 13 14 13 14 11 14
9. Percent of CPS investigations initiated within the time period mandated by state or local statute, regulation, or policy.
1st QT [2nd QT[3rd QT| 4th [1st QT[2nd QT[3rd QT| 4th [1stQT| 2nd
Priorityl 2001 | 2001 | 2001 | QT | 2002 | 2002 | 2002 | QT | 2003 QT
2001 2002 2003
Northern 1 100%| 50%]| 100%| 100%| 100%| 100%| 100%| 100% n/a*| 100%
2 92%| 94% 88%| 88%| 89%| 91%| 92%| 88%| 88%| 92%
3 75%( 80% 82%| T77%| T2%| 75%| 72%| 75%| 73%| 67%
4 74%|  78%| 83%
Salt Lake 1 92%( 93% 86%| 87%| 95%| 91%| 85%| 81%| 88%| 90%
2 87%| 92% 89%| 88%| 90%| 91%| 90%| 91%| 88%| 89%
3 71%|( 71% T4%| 73%| 69%| 69%| 69%| 70%| 68%| 71%
4 T7%| 74%| 73%
Western 1 100%| 86%]| 100%| 86%| 96%| 79%| 90%| 90%| 97%| 96%
2 87%| 91% 88%| 83%| 89%| 88%| 90%| 81%| 74%| 87%
3 58%| 61% 65%| 55%| 55%| 53%| 56%| 54%| 57%| 60%
4 61%| 56%| 62%
Eastern 1 79%( 80% 88%| 79%| 100%| 100%| 80%| 67%| 88%| 93%
2 91%| 85% 93%| 89%| 89%| 96%| 81%| 85%| 76%| 87%
3 84%| 87% 92%[ 93%| 90%| 90%| 94%| 91%| 89%| 88%
4 78%| 95%| 83%
Southwe| 1 95%| 80%| 100%| 100%| 100%| 92%| 64%| 100%| 100%| 88%
st
2 90%| 85% 88%| 92%| 91%| 85%| 90%| 83%| 87%| 93%
3 75%| 85% 87%| 86%| 88%| 87%| 87%| 85%| 84%| 89%
4 93%| 96%| 98%
State 1 93%| 88% 92%| 86%| 96%| 89%| 82%| 83%| 91%| 91%
2 89%| 92% 89%| 88%| 90%| 90%| 90%| 88%| 86%| 90%
3 70%( 74% T7%| 74%| T71%| 70%| 71%| 72%| 70%| 72%
4 75% 73% 75%
*Northern had no priority 1 referrals in 1st quarter.
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10. Percent of children experiencing fewer than three placement changes within an Out-of-Home care service episode.

1st QT 2001 | 2nd QT 2001 3rd QT 2001 4th QT 2001 1st QT 2002 | 2nd QT 2002 3rd QT 2002 4th QT 2002 | 1st QT 2003| 2nd QT 2003
# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % |# %
Northern 75 68% 87 62%) 89 62% 106]  75% 80 73% 76|  73% 94 73%| 92 73%| 120[ 80% 76 70%)
Salt Lake| 109 46% 98 49% 85 45% 90[ 49% 89 46% 86| 46%| 107 53%| 111 56%| 110| 50%) 91 59%
Western 29 64% 28 49% 19] 46% 45  67% 49 63% 47 78% 28 55%| 36 68% 34| 61%) 51 71%)
Eastern 32 64% 37 69% 33| 73% 22| 58% 32 61% 25| 56% 27 68%| 35 63% 28| 65%) 27 77%
Southwest 20 59% 15 54% 12| 67% 8| 42% 15 60% 11| 46% 11 55%| 17 74% 16| 57% 12 38%
State| 265 54% 265 55%| 238| 55% 271  60%|[ 265 58% 245]  58%| 267 61%| 291 64%| 308[ 62%| 258 64%)
11. Number and percent of children in placement by order of restrictiveness. (Point-in-time: last day of the report period.)
1st QT 2001 | 2nd QT 2001 | 3rd QT 2001 | 4th QT 2001 | 1stQT 2002 [ 2nd QT 2002 | 3rd QT 2002| 4th QT 2002 | 1st QT 2003 | 2nd QT 2003
2] % | # [ % | # | % | & | % [ # ] % ] # | % ] # | % | # | % | # [ %] # | % ]
Residential treatment
Northern 34 8% 29 7% 26 6% 27 7% 27 7% 32 8% 35 9% 35 9% 27 7% 28 7%
Salt Lake 99 9% 102 9% 101 9% 109 10% 1101 10% 108 10% 122 12%) 134 13% 122| 13% 122 14%
Western 16 7% 21 10% 19 8% 18 8% 19 9% 23 10% 20 8% 88 8% 16| 6% 19 7%
Eastern 19 9% 22 10% 23| 10% 18 8% 21 10% 15 7% 20 9% 93 6% 15 7% 18 8%
Southwest 5 5% 6 6% 6 6% 4 4% 7 6% 11 8% 10 7% 52 5% 6] 6% 6 6%
State 173 9% 180 9% 175 8% 176 9% 184 9% 189 9% 207 10%) 209| 10% 186| 10% 193] 10%
Group home
Northern 9 2% 9 2% 14 3% 8 2% 9 2% 9 2% 8 2% 11 3% 11f 3% 16 4%
Salt Lake 63 6% 65 6% 58 5% 55 5% 53 5% 49 5% 52 5% 50 5% 58| 6% 68 7%
Western 5 2% 8 4% 6 3% 7 3% 6 3% 8 4% 8 3% 7 3% 5 2% 5 2%
Eastern 4 2% 8 4% 6 3% 4 2% 5 2% 4 2% 5 2% 5 2% 6| 3% 6 3%
Southwest 3 3% 3 3% 3 3% 2 2% 5 4% 3 2% 3 2% 3 2% 1 1% 2 2%
State 84 4% 93 4% 87 4% 76 4% 78 4% 73 4% 76 4% 76 4% 81l 4% 97 5%
Treatment foster homes
Northern 111] 25% 111 26% 115 27% 114 29% 117 29% 115] 29% 123 30%) 127 32% 130| 33% 133 34%
Salt Lake 259 24% 238 22% 229 21% 211 20% 221 21% 49]  20% 234 22% 239 23% 219 23% 223  25%
Western 60| 27% 69 31% 86 37% 81| 38% 67 31% 80[ 35% 79 33% 88| 35% 93| 34% 92 36%
Eastern 71| 33% 68[ 31% 74]  33% 76|  34% 77 36% 73[  36% 82 38% 93| 44% 97 44% 89 39%
Southwest 32| 34% 38[ 40% 38 40% 46| 45% 55 46% 52 40% 55 38%) 52| 39% 52 44% 47| 44%
State 533| 26% 524| 26% 542 26% 528| 26% 537 27% 545 27% 573 28%) 599| 29% 591| 30% 584| 31%
Family foster home
Northern 236] 54% 232|  54% 231| 55% 212] 53% 233] 57% 204  52% 214 52%) 193] 48% 182| 47% 196] 51%
Salt Lake 537| 51% 574 53% 572 53% 572 54% 559| 52% 531 54% 546 52%) 505| 49% 469( 48% 428| 47%
Western 133] 60% 112 51% 113| 48% 90[ 42% 106| 50% 112| 49% 131 54%) 120| 48% 137| 50% 133 52%
Eastern 117 54% 114 53% 114 51% 122 54% 108| 51% 112] 55% 107 49% 100 47% 102| 46% 120] 52%
Southwest 50 53% 47| 49% 47 50% 49| 47% 47| 38% 56| 44% 67 47% 63| 47% 39| 33% 42| 39%
State 1073] 53%| 1079 53%| 1077 53%| 1045] 52%| 1053| 52%| 1015/ 51%| 1065 52%) 981 48% 929| 47% 919] 48%
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Other
Northern 47 11% 50 12% 36 9% 41 11% 28 7% 36 9% 34 8% 39 10% 43| 11% 20 5%
Salt Lake 109 10% 102 9% 117 11% 122 11% 132 12% 142] 12% 99 9% 112 11% 107] 11% 81 9%
Western 9 4% 11 5% 10 4% 18 8% 15 7% 9 4% 5 2% 14 6% 23 9% 9 3%
Eastern 3 2% 5 2% 7 3% 8 4% 5 5% 1 1% 4 2% 1 0% 1 0% 5 2%
Southwest 4 4% 1 1% 1 1% 4 4% 9 7% 9 7% 8 6% 10 7% 20| 17% 10 9%
State 172 9% 169 8% 171 9% 193] 10% 189 9% 197 10% 150 7% 176 9% 194 10% 125 7%

12. Number and percent of all children younger than five

ears exiting custody in year who did not attain permanency within six months by closure reason.

1st QT 2001 | 2nd QT 2001 | 3rd QT 2001 | 4th QT 2001 | 1st QT 2002 |2nd QT 2002 | 3rd QT 2002 | 4th QT 2002 | 1st QT 2003 | 2nd QT 2003
# | % [ # | % # | % | # | % | # | % # | % # | % | # | % | # | % # | % |
Adoption final
Northern 14 58% 29| 81% 12[ 57% 10  36% 11 61% 9] 53% 13 76% 12[ 63% 18 72% 3[ 23%
Salt Lake 22|  55% 35| 69% 33| 61% 21|  50% 26| 63% 38| 70% 17 55% 29| 56% 28]  22% 26| 67%
Western 1l 17% 9 64% 9 60% 10[ 71% 2| 25% 1| 25% 0 0% 8[ 73% 71 14% 4] 50%
Eastern 0 0% 9 90% 2|  50% 2[ 100% 3| 38% 5[ 46% 2 40% 1| 11% 1] 30% 1] 100%
Southwest 2 22% 3[ 50% 0 0% 1|  259% 3| 100% 4] 67% 1 100% 4] 67% 4 10% 7| 88%
State 39|  48% 85|  73% 56| 60% 44| 49%, 45| 58% 57| 62% 33 58% 54| 56% 58|  73% 41| 59%
Custody returned to parents
Northern 9 38% 5[ 14% 7 33% 16 57% 7] 39% 8] 47% 4 24% 5 26% 7 28% 7 54%
Salt Lake 13[ 33% 11 22% 16 30% 16 38% 12| 29% 11 20% 11 35% 20| 38% 6| 14% 11] 28%
Western 5  83% 4 29% 1 7% 2 14% 4] 50% 3] 75% 3| 100% 3| 27% 4 9% 2| 25%
Eastern 1|  50% 1| 10% 2|  50% 0 0% 4] 50% 5[ 46% 3 60% 1l 11% 2| 67% 0 0
Southwest 7| 78% 1 17% 0 0% 2|  50% 0 0% 2| 33% 0 0% 2| 33% 0 0% 1 13%
State 35|  43% 22| 19% 26|  28% 36| 40% 27| 35% 29[ 32% 21 37% 31| 32% 19 24% 21| 30%
Custody returned to relative/guardian
Northern 1 4% 1 3% 2 10% 2 7% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2[ 11% 0 0% 3] 23%
Salt Lake 4] 10% 5[ 10% 5 9% 5[  12% 3 7% 4 7% 3 10% 3[ 6% 1 3% 2[ 5%
Western 0 0% 1 7% 5[ 33% 2 14% 2| 25% 0 0% 0 0% of 0% 0 0% 2[ 25%
Eastern 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1| 13% 0 0% 0 0% 6| 67% 0 0% 0 0
Southwest 0 0% 2 33% 0 0% 1| 25%) 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% of 0% 0 0% 0 0
State 5 6% 9 8% 12 13% 10f 11% 6 8% 4 4% 3 5% 11 11% 1 1% 7] 10%
Custody to foster parent
Northern 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% of 0% 0 0% of 0%
Salt Lake 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 1% 0 0% of 0% 2 5% of 0%
Western 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% of 0% 0 0% of 0%
Eastern 1|  50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 9% 0 0% 1l 11% 0 0% of 0%
Southwest 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% of 0% 0 0% of 0%
State 1 1% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 2% 0 0% [ 1% 2 3% of 0%
Death
Northern 0 0% 1 1% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% of 0% 0 0% of 0%
Salt Lake 1 3% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% of 0% 0 0% of 0%
Western 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% of 0% 0 0% of 0%
Eastern 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% of 0% 0 0% of 0%
Southwest 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% of 0% 0 0% of 0%
State 1 1% 1 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% of 0% 0 0% of 0%
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13. Number and percent of all children exiting custody in year who did not attain permanency within six months by closure reason.

1st QT 2001 | 2nd QT 2001 | 3rd QT 2001 | 4th QT 2001 | 1st QT 2002 [ 2nd QT 2002 [ 3rd QT 2002 | 4th QT 2002 | 1st QT 2003 | 2nd QT 2003
# | % # | % # | % # | % # | % # | % # | % # | % # | % # | % |
Adoption final
Northern 22|  40% 38| 50% 22| 37% 24|  35% 17 32% 22 41% 20 37% 24| 43% 25| 43% 8 14%
Salt Lake 29] 17% 5[ 34% 45|  32% 35|  30% 38| 28% 51| 41% 22 18% 48] 37% 46|  30% 39| 37%
Western 2 6% 13[ 34% 9| 32% 14 35% 2 5% 4] 19% 5 26% 11 31% 8 30% 7 21%
Eastern 1 4% 10[  40% 2l 12% 3[ 14% 5| 17% 5[ 17% 2 10% 1| 4% 1 5% 1 10%
Southwest 2| 10% 4 24% 1l 14% 3 21% 3] 43% 7| 35% 1 13% 4] 29% 6 30% 12| 41%
State 56| 18% 70| 37% 79| 30% 79]  31% 65| 24% 89| 36% 50 22% 88| 33% 86| 31% 67| 29%
Emancipation
Northern 8|  14% 9 12% 4 7% 5 7% 14| 26% 5 9% 1 2% 11| 20% 8| 14% 5[ 9%
Salt Lake 26| 15% 24|  16% 13 10% 26| 23% 20| 15% 13[ 10% 25 20% 16[ 12% 30 19% 11 10%
Western 12| 33% 4 11% 2 7% 3 8% 8] 19% 3] 14% 5 26% 6 17% 3 11% 3] 9%
Eastern 4] 15% 6] 24% 4 24% 5[  24% 4 14% 3] 10% 3 14% 7] 25% 7 37% of 0%
Southwest 3 14% 1 6% 3 43% 1 7% 0 0% 2| 10% 1 13% 2 14% 2[ 10% 2l 7%
State 53] 17% 44 14% 26 9% 40| 16% 46| 17% 26 11% 35 16% 42| 16% 50| 18% 21 9%
Returned to parents
Northern 18|  31% 17 22% 21|  36% 32| A7% 17 32% 23| 43% 20 37% 12| 21% 23] 39% 27| 50%
Salt Lake 82| 49% 471 32% 51| 36% 42| 37%, 49| 36% 42| 34% 54 20% 48| 37% 56| 36% 37| 35%
Western 13[  36% 14 37% 5[ 18% 14  35% 16 37% 12 57% 6 32% 15[ 42% 10  37% 16 48%
Eastern 14 54% 4 16% 8 47% 7 33% 11 38% 15[ 52% 11 52% 9 32% 7 37% 2[ 20%
Southwest 15[  71% 7 41% 2l 29% 9 64% 4 57% 8| 40% 4 50% 6| 43% 10[ 50% 11] 38%
State 142]  46% 89| 28% 87|  34% 104  40% 97| 36%| 100 40% 95| 42% 90| 34%| 106] 38% 93] 40%
Custody to relative/guardian
Northern 7 12% 6 8% 9f 15% 4 5% 4 8% 1 2% 10 19% 6] 11% 2 3% 11 20%
Salt Lake 13 8% 12 8% 14 10% 8 7% 20| 15% 11 9% 16 13% 11f 8% 9 6% 10 10%
Western 5[  14% 6] 16% 11  39% 8] 20% 10 23% 2[ 10% 0 0% 2] 6% 5 19% 6] 18%
Eastern 2 8% 1 4% 3[ 18% 3 14% 7| 24% 3 10% 1 5% 8[ 29% 3[ 16% 3[ 30%
Southwest 1 5% 5[ 29% 0f 14% 1 7% 0 0% 1 5% 0 0% of 0% 2l 10% 3[ 10%
State 28 9% 30  10% 37 15% 24 9% 41| 41% 18 7% 27 12% 27] _10% 21 8% 33| 14%
Custody to youth corrections
Northern 1 2% 4 5% 0 0% 3 4% 0 0% 0 0% 2 4% 2l 4% 0 0% 1 2%
Salt Lake 12 7% 4 3% 10 7% 2 2% 6 4% 5 4% 2 2% 6| 5% 4 3% 1l 1%
Western 2 6% 0 0% 0 0% 1 3% 4 9% 0 0% 2 11% 1| 3% 1 4% of 0%
Eastern 3| 12% 1 4% 0 0% 2 10% 1 4% 1 4% 2 10% 0| 0% 1 5% 2| 20%
Southwest 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 5% 1 13% 1| 8% 0 0% 1 3%
State 18 6% 9 3% 10 4% 8 3% 11 4% 7 3% 9 4% 10 4% 6 2% 51 2%
Custody to foster parent
Northern 1 2% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 2% 3 6% 1 2% 1l 2% 1 2% of 0%
Salt Lake 4 2% 8 5% 7 5% 2 2% 0 0% 3 2% 1 1% 0| 0% 8 5% 5 5%
Western 2 6% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 7% 0 0% 1 5% 1l 3% 0 0% 1l 3%
Eastern 2 8% 3 12% 0 0% 1 5% 1 4% 1 4% 2 10% 3] 11% 0 0% 2| 20%
Southwest 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 5% 0 0% of 0% 0 0% of 0%
State 9 3% 11 4% 7 3% 3 1% 5 2% 8 3% 5 2% 5[ 2% 9 3% 8[ 3%
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Not in school*

Northern 1 8% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Salt Lake 1 4% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% of 0%
Western 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Eastern 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Southwest 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% of 0%
State 2 4% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Data not entered in system
Northern 9 69% 4] 80% 0 0% 13| 87% 7 88% 7 100%
Salt Lake 10| 38% 10 59% 13 48% 8] 40% 15 56% 5[ 50%
Western 51 71% 2| 50% 4 67% 6] 67% 3 43% 3| 100%
Eastern 5 100% 6( 100% 2 67% 7| 100% 7 78% n/a 0%
Southwest 0 0% 3[ 100% 2[ 100% 0 0% 3| 100% 2| 100%
State 29| 57% 25 71% 21 54% 34 64% 35 65% 17\ 77%

*Not in school means dropped out, suspended or expelled.

15. Number of children in custody who are

legally freed for adoption and the percent who are placed in an adoptive home within six months. (Outcomes 11.D.1)

1st QT 2001 | 2nd QT 2001 | 3rd QT 2001 | 4th QT 2001 | 1st QT 2002 | 2nd QT 2002 [ 3rd QT 2002 | 4th QT 2002 | 1st QT 2003 | 2nd QT 2003

# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Northern 25| 56% 24| 46% 29 52% 10| 43% 8| 40% 25| 44%
Salt Lake 74| 32% 59| 22% 75| 41% 24 33% 16| 26% 52| 12%
Western 2 0% 5[ 60% 5 60% 3] 75% 2[ 67% 2[ 50%
Eastern 0 0% 1 0% 3 0% 1| 25% 0 0% 5[ 40%
Southwest 8| 88% 4] 100% 4 75% 3] 50% 7| 88% 6] 83%
State 109 41% 93| 33%| 116] 45% 41| 38% 33| 34% 90| 28%

16. Number and percent of adoption placements that disrupt before finalization.

1st QT 2001 | 2nd QT 2001 | 3rd QT 2001 | 4th QT 2001 | 1st QT 2002 [ 2nd QT 2002 [ 3rd QT 2002 | 4th QT 2002 | 1st QT 2003 | 2nd QT 2003

# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Northern 2 2% 1 1% 1 2% 1 2% 2| 3.92% 1 2% 0 0% 2 4% 0 0% 3[ 8%
Salt Lake 6 4% 4 2% 1 1% 1 1% 0 0% 1 1% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 3%
Western 1 3% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 7% 0 0% of 0%
Eastern 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 117.14% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% of 0%
Southwest 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1] 1.09% 0 0% 0 0% 1 11% 0] 0% of 0%
State 9 3% 5 2% 2 1% 2 1% 4[2.27% 0 1% 0 0% 4 2% o[ 0% 5 4%
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